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Position Statement having regard to the matters identified by the Lead Inspector in the Schedule of Matters for Hearings – 4th March 2010 

Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension  (TIV1 – 7)
The overall levels and types of development including retail with reference to retail study
The argument in the TCS detailed analysis given in OR 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927/1 and is not repeated in this PS other than the conclusion reached that there is a more than 100% over provision of housing in Tiverton (AIDPD Allocation about 2950 and a justified 1440 dwellings deduced from the databases).  So the TCS rely on the OR to make a case on levels of development in Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension (TEUE).    Also the main thrust of the TCS original representations (OR) put through Mid Devon District Council (MDDC) upon overall levels of development sought to show the AIDPD was flawed on the grounds, among other things, of failing to analyse all the evidence databases to show that the population structure of Devon and Tiverton in particular was changing significantly towards an ageing population and the plan failed to make appropriate provision.  

On the issue of types of development there is one reference to the needs of the elderly in the AIDPD :  It is expected that sites will contain a mix of housing types, including where appropriate provision for the elderly
.
A word search on AIDPD shows no specific reference to ‘old’ in the context of people, or to other comparable words such as old age, aged, senior, mature (other than in references to trees), pensioners and economically inactive. 

Using the Tiverton Area database in the Infrastructure Plan
, the following assessments are made.

Out of a total population in 2026 of 38663:

The age groups 0-19 between 2006 and 2026 decrease by 47 persons

The age groups 20-64 between 2006 and 2026 increase by 445 persons

The age groups 65-80+ between 2006 and 2026 increase by 4013 persons

Total change between 2006 and 2026 is 4411.

Looking at this broadly, over 90% of the future population change in the Tiverton Area, projected upon a 20 year moving data base, will be 65 years or more by 2026.  

The future housing stock has to cater for a greatly increasing number of elderly people. 

This DPD should lay much more emphasis on the needs of the elderly in addressing types of development including a major reduction in employment use space.  As Tiverton has had allocated a large concentration of the future dwelling provision and nearly all that is going to the TEUE, it is in the TEUE that the AIDPD should reflect the changes in the character of the population as evidenced in the MDDC databases supporting the DPD. 

The elderly through to 2026 are likely to have the least capability in retail expenditure against the economically active age groups aged between 19 and 65.    There is a growing census of opinion that people will now have to work beyond 65 to support life styles (assuming employment opportunity exists with a predicted increase of employment well into the foreseeable future
) but what impact this life style change will have on retail expenditure is unknown.  This arises from an increasing inability for the State to support growth in age and pension benefits and the growing inability of private pension funds to match the funding capability previous to about 1998 when a major pension fund failed (Equitable Life). This trend is aligned to the decreasing ability for private pension funds to be maintained at late last century levels.  The downturn in pension outlook is deemed to have had its roots in the withdrawal of dividend credits in pension funds in 1997.  This may change with a change in Government.    The TCS is of the opinion that, because of the skewing in the demography of Devon and Tiverton, there will be less retail expenditure per head population in rural ageing areas like Tiverton than retailing models and studies have taken into account.

Planning impacts and Scale
The planning impacts of a large overprovision of housing and employment use space lead to difficulties.  

The first issue has to be deliverability.  The OR 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927/1 looked at the March 2009 MDDC publication of the SHLAA and the economic realities of the effects of an economic slump on the building industry and this is not repeated.   The thrust of the OR was the exceedingly ambitious figures for dwellings set for TEUE are most unlikely to be achieved.   Policy AL/DE/1 gives housing completions necessary to meet the “action level” falling below which will trigger compulsory purchase.   But this policy assumed that builders would be demanding land release in order to build 370 dwellings a year.  For Tiverton the 5 year supply figure from next year (2011) extended to 2026 assumes about 220 dwellings a year being built.  The SHLAA response undermines these assumptions.     OR 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927 identified the issue for Tiverton and TEUE.    PPS3 requires a 5 year deliverable sites identification that is available, suitable and achievable
.   The 2006 – 2011 AIDPD housing analysis suggests about 650 houses will have been built in Tiverton that is about 150 dwellings a year after which the construction industry is assumed to build an average of 220 dwellings a year.  There is a continuing uncertainty in the housing market being predicted.
  Few are forecasting an early return to the boom years of the years 2000 – 2007.  In short the annual projections in the AIDPD are no longer realistic.  To meet a 5 year supply contingency sites or sites as yet unidentified will be able to argue that they can come forward because they can be serviced with the necessary infrastructure and meet the need identified in a plan.  This non-planned approach arises from unrealistic allocations that cannot be met.  

The second issue is effective use of land.  PPS3 seeks a national target of 60% of new housing on previously developed land.  The draft RSS is less demanding noting 50% has been achieved but  “the RSS does not seek to promote the development of previously developed land as an over-riding priority”. 
    In other words there is some priority and a notable planning impact of applying that priority is in Tiverton.  TEUE is almost entirely a greenfield area.  Out of the AIDPD allocation of 2810, Tiverton at TEUE will provide 2000 dwellings (71%) with 365 more dwellings on greenfield sites about Tiverton (Farleigh Meadows and Howden Court), giving a broad total of about 84% greenfield development or 16% on previously developed sites. 
Environmental impacts are well rehearsed in other ORs and the objections represented by members of the TCS are supported.  Land drainage and the effects on an SSSI are well-assessed issues that appear not to have been given sufficient weight in the SA.
Access and transport

The Achilles heel of the DPD for Tiverton is the limit now reached on the road network serving to the east of Tiverton.  An OR placed before the Inspectors the recent appeal decision upholding the Highway Authority’s warning that the C769 road linking Tiverton and Halburton has reached the point that traffic and road safety will be adversely affected if any new development generating even modest extra traffic is permitted.  
Infrastructure provision and phasing and timing of development
These issues are dealt with by policy AL/TIV/7 providing for such details to be handled by way of a masterplan.  This masterplan approach, that will presumably detail the precise nature of infrastructure provision and its phasing and timing of development including links to the N Devon Link Road, gives no other guidance than that potential developers will fund it.  A SPD funded by those that will benefit from its provisions will surely lack credibility in the minds of the people who are going to be adversely affected no matter how much “full involvement of relevant stakeholders“ there may be.  

PPS12 at paragraph 5.3 indicates that Core Strategies can allocate strategic sites and that “a DPD must be used to allocate these sites” where the additional detail necessary, which would not be suitable in a core strategy, would be provided.  The AIDPD fails this test of effectiveness.

Policy AL/TIV/7c affects Infrastructure provision whereby no treatment to road C769 is to be required until another 200 dwellings and 10,000 sq m of employment floor space are permitted.   The AIDPD submission version went through Council at a meeting dated 19 August 2009.  Inspector Wilde’s decision on the effect of extra traffic on the C769 is dated 22 September 2009.   The Council were unaware of the near moratorium of new development affecting the C769 until “additional support”  to show “no unacceptable impact” was in place.  Events have overtaken the AIDPD in one significant matter – the phasing of infrastructure provision.  Policy Al/TIV/7c fails the test of soundness.  Any new development of more than a minor nature will have to pay for the “additional support”, which is to be indicated by the Highways Authority.  A previous major application at the Hartnoll Farm site sought to improve junctions near Blundells School and for more safety provisions through the Blundells campus.  These proposed developer improvements were unacceptable to the School and the public.   They did nothing for the chronic state of the C769 through Halburton and the application was withdrawn.

Hartnoll Farm non allocated site NAS [further EUE]
It is noted in paragraph 5.22 of the Local Development Framework Examining Development Plan Documents: Procedural Guidance that changes after submission are only found in very exceptional circumstances.  This non-allocated site is not supported by the Council, so the Society hopes, in the light of the below submitted participatory statement, that the matter proceeds no further.  

In summary the case made is not based on credible or robust evidence and does not provide a reasonable alternative within the plan period and is  certainly not founded on very exceptional and favourable circumstances.   

The “non allocated” site at Hartnoll, east of Lower Manley Lane, is in Halberton Parish near Tiverton.   This large site is in the open countryside and is not being promoted as a stand-alone small settlement, although it may be concluded that the site could house a small settlement of about 2000 houses.    The site has been promoted by WWM Ltd based largely upon the tenuous argument that the officers of MDDC provisionally put it forward and before the Council rejected the option of development east of Lower Manley Lane.  There has been much controversy over this site that has grown greatly through approvals of buildings for agricultural use then the buildings being allowed to convert to business uses.   Public complaint drew attention to the unauthorised illegal uses on the site.  This culminated in an application being lodged to seek retrospective planning permission.  The Planning Officer of the Council has consistently granted permission under delegated powers or recommended approval at Hartnoll against all policy, arguing need outweighed all other considerations.   In this case the Council called in the application for their decision and rejected their Officer’s advices and the matter went to appeal.    An Inspector upheld the Council’s decision and dismissed an appeal for retrospective permission for Class B8 usage on a small part of this “non allocated” site due to the unacceptable impact on the road network particularly the C769. He cited specifically Structure Plan Policy TR10.  The Inspector “concluded that the proposed development could potentially generate an amount of traffic that would be detrimental to the highway network and consequently to the safety of local residents.”  He also noted that the need for the development was based on 3 persons being employed, (see entered TCS written representations to the AIDPD (ref No 1410) Appendix 2).

The Preferred Options Document, which went to public consultation, only showed a small portion of the site now being pursued.  There was great objection.  Yet this “Preferred Option” for Hartnoll was tripled in size – without public consultation – in the papers which went to 19 August 2009 Planning Committee meeting within the map heading “Proposed Changes to Adopted Proposals Map”.   It was made clear to the Committee that the Strategy for Tiverton up to 2026 showed a Net Requirement for the town as a whole as 2.470 dwellings and 127,849 sq m employment floor space but the Allocations would be for 2,610 dwellings and 130,000 sq m.  The Policy that then followed, AL/TIV/1, indicated “Eastern Urban Extension.  A site of 270 hectares east of Tiverton is allocated for mixed-use development as follows:

4000 dwellings..  175,000 square metres employment floor space.”

This gross overprovision (greater than previously indicated in any other preceding emerging DPD) now included all the Hartnoll land east of Lower Manley Land.

The Committee challenged the need to over provide so vastly at the Eastern Urban Extension.  The answer lay in para 5.4 “The site will provide development beyond the end of the plan period 2026” and the final sentence in para 5.6 before the Committee that read

“It is the most appropriate direction for the longer term growth of the town, up to and beyond 2026.”  In other words the Hartnoll addition would provide well beyond the Document Plan Period.  The conclusion may be drawn that the Hartnoll land east of Lower Manley Lane (being the only deletion) is 117 hectares and would have provided for 2000 dwellings and 45,000 square metres of employment floor space beyond 2026 (the difference in allocation).  

It should be noteworthy that the AIDPD before the Inspectors now only deals (correctly) with the Plan period up to 2026.  Policy AL/TIV/1 now refers to 153 hectares and provides for 2000 dwellings and 130,000 square metres floor space on land previously identified in Option documents and without any provision east of Lower Manley Lane.   There is ample allocation for dwellings in and about Tiverton without the need to go further into the countryside and into the adjoining parish of Halberton.  A similar analysis shows that the exceptionally large employment floor space allocation, which the Tiverton Civic Society has sought to show in its OR is unjustified, is also adequately allocated without going beyond the bounds of the AIDPD.

Removing the Hartnoll land does not prejudice the AIDPD and the bid by WWM Ltd for allocation lies only in its opinion that the Eastern Urban Extension is inadequate and not deliverable.

The case being made for the Hartnoll site is erroneously based and wrongly presumed.

Without allocation in a Development Plan Document, the site would fail the following policy tests.

The Development Plan policies, which are in conflict with this Hartnoll proposal, are cited below.  

.
Policies TRAN 1 and Policy SS 19 of RPG 10 which states that outside market towns, development should be small scale and take place primarily within or adjacent to existing settlements, avoiding scattered forms of development. The site is not located near to Tiverton and does not conform to this policy.   

Structure Plan Policies TR2 and TR5.  The proposal is located where it is likely to create the need for additional travel by private vehicles due to its location and the lack of suitable access to alternative means of travel. 

Structure Plan Policy TR10.  The proposal would make further impact along a road which, by virtue of its function in the highway network, is unsuitable to accommodate the increase in traffic likely to be generated.
Structure Plan policies ST5, ST15 and ST16. The proposed development site is outside the employment and commercial land allocations and outside the settlement boundary of Tiverton (Area Centre). It is in open countryside and “it is essential that development in smaller villages, rural settlements and in the open countryside is properly focused and controlled. It is particularly important to ensure that dispersed settlement patterns, which are less consistent with the concept of sustainable development, are not reinforced.”  The proposed development is not considered to be in an appropriate location. It is therefore contrary to these policies.

Structure Plan policy ST 1 which states that sustainable development objectives can be met by meeting the needs of the community, including housing, employment, social and cultural needs, in locations that are most accessible to those who need to use them. 

Local Plan Policy S5. The proposal has a cumulative impact whereby, when considered with previous development and by virtue of its location in an open agricultural area, would have an adverse visual impact on the character and appearance of the rural area.  The operation of this site, including any additional road traffic arising from this proposal, will be “detrimental to the amenity, health or safety of nearby occupants, or the wider environment, through noise, smell, dust, glare, light pollution, heat, vibration, fumes or other forms of pollution or nuisance.” The buildings within the existing ‘business centre’ are fully visible from the Grand Western Canal

Local Plan policy TIV17 states 'Main routes approaching the town should be carefully designed to protect or enhance these first impressions of Tiverton'. The impact of this proposal within past accumulating development is contrary to this policy.  

Core Strategy policy COR18. Development outside the settlements will be strictly controlled, enhancing the character, appearance and biodiversity of the countryside while promoting sustainable diversification of the rural economy. 

James Wyeth BA(hons) FRICS FRTPI (rtd)

On behalf of the Tiverton Civic Society

� AIDPD paragraph 5.7


� MDDC Infrastructure Plan October 2009 at table 3, paragraph 1.9,


� Guardian , Wednesday 20 January 2010, Brendan Barber, TUC general secretary:


“Long-term unemployment is still a huge concern, and it will continue to rise well after the recession ends. Long spells out of work can increase the likelihood of mental health problems and relationship breakdown, and devastate entire communities.”


� PPS3 Paragraph 54


� RICS Housing Market Survey Feb 2010 SouthWest, page 13


� Draft RSS paragraph 3.7.9
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